- Do you know what they are referring to when they refer to impellers? Is it part of a pump
used to drain the drydock? The report says the pumps were not visible and were presumed to
have been removed.

ER: Yes, impellers are the blades of a pumyp that are used to move water, so presumably the
referenced mpeliers were part of the pumps used o drain the dry docks.

- GENERAL COMMENT #2. {4 dbel-docntinasvere
t-The text in Section 6.2.1. 1 hat 798 measurements (11
percent) exceeded the alpha release criterion of 100 disintegrations per 100 square centimeters
(dpm/100 ¢cm?) : , and alpha and beta two-minute bias static meaqurementq were
performed at the 20 most elevatcd scan locations. :

Section 6.4.4, In Situ Gamma Spectroscopy Measurement Results Data Quality Review,
Page 6-11: The text states that while differences in the in situ gamma spectroscopy results
were not identified and that all in situ gamma spectroscopy measurement results are
comparable; however, the criteria used to determine there were no differences in the results are
not discussed. For example, the text does not state if ranges of static measurements in total
counts per minute (cpm), or if values for specific radionuclides between survey units were
compared. Please revise this section to provide a more detailed discussion that explains how
the data were evaluated and what criteria were used as the basis for the conclusion that all in
situ gamma measurement results were comparable.

Section 6.4.4, In Situ Gamma Spectroscopy Measurement Results Data Quality Review,
Page 6-11: The text does not state if one of the objectives was to identify elevated Cesnlm—
137 (Cs-137) that may be present due lo historical opcrallons at the mt

Section 6.4.4, In Situ Gamma Spectroscopy Measurement Results Data Quality Review,
Page 6-11: This section states, “No sensitivity calculations were performed beyond the ability
to identity peaks within the regions of interest. This process was sensitive enough to

accomplish the survey objectives;” however, the text does not state what criteria were used to
determine that the process was sensitive enough to accomplish the survey objectives, or to

ommented [AL]: Does Section 645 offer an

here if Dunderstand it cofvectly, they say they did anoutlier teston
e data identified 14 outliers;and therefore decided to follow up on
the 20 highest measurements ineach SUZ

ommented [AZR1Y: Yes: the text savsthat but does not
rovidejustification that explans why 20 locations were sufficient:

4 Commented [A3]: Docs the statement that no differences were
: Eadentified refer to ditferences between SUS? 1 so and SUs differ;

how is it determined if the difference 18 significant? And whatare
the consequences ifthe difference is:significant?

+ Commented [A4R3]: o) The statement appears torefer fo

differences between backprovnd and ST measturements but it 18 not
clear thisis the case: It isnotclear how it would be relevait fo
compare SUTesults with each other, given that the phvsical
gonﬁgura‘rmns wete different (e g some measireruents were taken
on .-some were collected verticalsfaces: and
some were collected withinrectangular holes for impellers:

byt st clear what differences aresigmificant or how the
cotiparisons were done: That is the basis for this comment.

o) If the differences are significant ‘then the statement that:all

gAImma Eresult bl i dithere
coiild be contamination:

Formatted: Highlight
Commented [AS]: 'minobclear what the 15 asking for.

Tan't C4-137an ROC for this study? Doesn’t that ean that
deteoting any Cs:1 37 was an objeoty

| Commented [A6RS]: Cs.137 is an ROC for this study.

However, it is notclear ifone of the 7 regions of interest mientioned
inthe textof Section 6:4. 4 was set to detest Cs- 137 Perhaps the
tequest should be to specify if one of the 7 ROTs was set for C& 137,
See potential edit:
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what survey objectives this statement is referring. For example, if the survey objective was to
identify potential discreet radiological sources such as historical deck markers, then this section
should be revised to state that was the basis for the sensitivity evaluation. Pledse revise this
section to provide the criteria used to assess whether the sensitivity of the in situ measurements
was sufficient, and to provide a more detailed description that explains how the in situ
measurements were determined to have met the sensitivily requirements.

Section 6.4.5, Alpha/Beta Scan Measurement Results Data Quality Review, Page 6-12:
The relevant Multi-Agency Radiation Survey and Site Investigation Manual (MARSSIM)
calculations should be provided in the text. The text states that the alpha scan MDC
calculations and upper prediction level calculations identified upper bounds on the alpha scan
data in the 200 to 250 dpm/100 cm? range. MARSSIM (EPA et al., 2000) Section 5.5.2.4

provides for increasing the number of measurements performed in a survey unit to account for
MDC values that do not achieve the survey objectives. The number of measurements in each
survey unit was increased by a factor of three to allow for an alpha scan MDC as high as 300
dpm/100 ¢cm?. A minimum of 54 alpha and beta static measurements were performed in each
SU to account for the scan MDC not achieving the survey objective of measuring
concentrations below the specified release criteria and Il s. However, this section does not

specify the MARSSIM calculations used to determine that i increasing the number of
measurements by a factor of three would satisfy the criterion of meeting the survey objectives.
Please revise this section to include the MARSSIM-based calculations.

- Figure 18, SU3 Gamma Scan Results - Berth 62 & 63 Vertical Surfaces: Figure 18
includes two summary data insets, one for concrete and one for gamma scans of metal surfaces,
but the figure does not specify if the Z-score exceedances (colored dots) depicted on this figure
were from the concrete or the metal matrix. It is noted that the highest result reported at
13,940 cpm, which is color coded orange to denote a Z-Score above 3, is identified as being
from the scanning of the metal surfaces but it is unclear if all z-score exceedances depicted in
this figure are from the gamma scanning of the metal, concrete, or both. Please revise the
figure to clarify if the color coded gamma scanning results are from the concrete scans or metal
scans.

- Figure 18, SU3 Gamma Scan Results - Berth 62 & 63 Vertical Surfaces: Figure 18
depicts a Z-Score exceedance on metal of 10.5, which significantly exceeds the Z-score trigger
of three for additional investigation; therefore, an explanation for this large exceedance should
be provided. For example, Section 6.1.1.3 (Survey Unit 3) should discuss why such a large
deviation in the Z-score was obtained at this location and whether follow-up gamma static
measurements and/or gross alpha/beta measurements also indicated elevated radioactivity.
Please revise the Report to address the potential reasons behind the elevated gamma scan result
and what alpha/beta scans and statics or a follow-up gamma static measurement indicated
about the level and types of radioactivity present at this location.

- Table 12, Sample Summary Statistics and Sectlon 6.3, Solid Sample Laboratory
Analysis Results, Pages 6-7 and 6-8: There are a samples Wlth low- levels
of Plutonium-239 (Pu 239) repoﬁed above the Drapint R
Table 12,

= Section 6.3

ab
S

[ PAGE \* MERGEFORMAT |

ommented [A71: Doest the work plan state the obj
he survev?

. exceed the release criteria presented in Table 1.

Commented [ASR71: Notteally. Here i the full text from the
Work Plan:

3.2 Project Objectives

The objectives for this action are to imp
arid protectpublic healthiand

welfare and th which are i iththe
National Oit and Hazardous Substances

Pollution Contingency Plan requirements in Title 40 CFR; Part
300.415(b}{2): This action includes

performing scoping surveys af the Parcel Fstructuresand

identifying rad

1t the AM:{Navy; 2006}

that

| Commented [AS]: Does the work plan identify defeotion limits

i were achieved?

asa ofth {e.g, Table 5 inthe work
plan). Isthe comment asking whether the targeted detection limits

Commented [ATORS): Yes Table Sin the WP listiassumed

measurement <en31‘mlty ‘The text in Report Section 6 4 4 states that

; provided:

Ivity ere other tharrto do RUIs, s0
itag not cleat ifthe i ativity was sufficient; Some
explanatory textand possibly a table comparing the assumed:
sensitivity m WP table 5 withi the actual sensifivity shiould be

ommented [AL11]: What does this mean? They caleulatea
tatistic (UPL) based on the data and do what with that statistic?

Commented [AT2R11]: Basedon the UPL they decided that 2
times the number of gtatics were reguiired (1. thev calculated 18
and tripled it o get: 54);

{ Commented FAL3]: 1 don't inderstand what they increased:

i1 Please explim.

The S systematic samples were alicadv specified i the work plan.

{ Commented [ATARLZ): Sce Fmal Rev 2 WP:section 5773 pdf

page 29, paragraph under the caleulations = the teason was to meet
RASO 1 They 18u but then
the:WE says;“additional staticr are to
meetthe RASO guidance toincrease the density of static
measurements by a factar of 3 when basing
the alpha detectian prabability on the 300 dpm/100 ¢m2 hotspot
limit Fifty-four alpha/beta static

willb per sy

ommented [A15]: What s the value of knowing ‘whether the
xceedances ate due to concrete and/or mefal?

contamination.

Commented [AT16R15]: Elevated measurements omconcrete
vouldbe NORNE iated with and/or due m partio
natural Ke40: 10 seawater that was absorbed by the concrete over
time. metal may be more indicative of

+Commented [A171: The text says therc were

22 16.and 37
locationsin the 3 SUs that exceeded the 1F: What is the valueiof
askingabout only the max of those 75 excecdances?

Cnmmented [A18R17}: This Z-score 15 exceptionally large: so ;

n ton-appears wartanted. For example; it is
possible that'this location is contaminated:
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Section 6.3 to discuss whether the values rcportcd for Pu-239 should be considered dcﬁmuvc
detected values, and if so, to discuss the source of the Pu-239 and Whether this 1mpacts the
concluswm about the status of the submarine pens. {

- Table 12, Sample Summary Statlstlcs. Table 12 uses the Method Detecuon lelt (MDL)
mstead of the DLC ]

~Please revise Table

12 to replace

- Appendix D, Reference Background Area Data: Appendix D does not include background
data for gamma scanning surveys for concrete or metal or background data for the Canberra
InSpector 1000 static measurements for concrete and metal. Please revise the Report to
include background data for gamma scans using the Ludlum Model 44-20 3-inch by 3-inch Nal
gamma scintillation detector and the RS-700. In addition, please revise the Report to include a
list of the background data for the InSpector 1000 used for the static measurements

[ PAGE \* MERGEFORMAT |

ommented [A19]: What is the valie of providing TPUs for
values below the MDEG/DEC?

ommented [A20R19]: 1F the TPI exceeds theresult then the

i resultis notlikely to be meamingful and its vse should be hmited:

Commented [A21]: What about sutimary: statistics in Table 52

it & ‘they also missing for some of the instruments?

KB: Yes, there are mstruments missing from Table 5.

Tsee pamna static RBA results onthe last page of Appendix D for
the Ludlum.:Scan backeround measurements are:n separate set of
medsurements?

KB: Yes: Thereshould bea ot-of scan backpround
rmeasurements for BaIiTa Surveys.

Isee a Field Change Request form inAppendix B (opiB-5 and B=6)
that says they will use anared in the Finger Piers asa conciete
backaiound area after scabbing the top surface; [t alsosays “Scans,
statics and concrete faboratory samples will be collected before ard
after scabbling and the information will be provided inthe repart.”
Did they do that?

KB::No, the before data {scans and statics; concrete samples), and
background scanning data is missing from the repart: The statics
pravided in Appendix D may be the “after” statics:

IS thatthe areareferred toin Section 4.3 1% 1t says “Asmall
concrete padadjacent to SU 3 was used asithe RBA for
gamma measurements: . This small pad was non-impacted
because it was separate fromithe submarine pens and coiild
not have been used for ship repair or other radiclogical
operations duetoits small size”

KB: Notclear: Section 4.3 .1 does not discuss whether this
pad adjacent to SU:3 was scabbled or whether before and
after scan and static measurements were collected. Also not
clearif anything adjacent to SU 3 would have been
unimpacted because of decontamination effonts after
operation Crossroads. Contamination removed from the ships
could have impacted nearby surfaces {iie; dueto transpart of
fine particles of paint or metal by wind and subsequent
deposition on the surface): More informationis nesded ahout
how the FCR is related tothe text in Section 4.3.1.
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